In the literature on reference accuracy in science and medicine (e.g. see Poyer 1979; Siebers and Holt 2000; Ravendran 2003) , attention is virtually restricted to bibliographic errors regarding names and initials of authors, title of article, journal title, year, volume, page numbers, and so on. It seems to me that such errors can be considered minor, or of a first degree, in relation to higher echelon desiderata that a published author should not only give other authors proper credit where credit is due, but accurately represent and at least competently -if not masterfully-discuss their work. To continue my simple classification, reference errors of a second degree can be said to occur when an author discusses another's (cited) work in a way that reveals that s/he has not entirely understood -at all levels of meaning and nuance-what the latter author intended to communicate. Finally, there are yet more serious errors, of a third degree, that fully and persistently misrepresent the work of others.
I am sorry to inform the editors of Chungara that some third degree reference errors have appeared in three articles published in the volume 32, number 2 issue on syphilis in the Americas (viz. Reinhard et al. 2000; Rothschild and Rothschild 2000; Saunders et al. 2000) . These three articles contain misrepresentations of published and unpublished articles and reports.
The first misrepresentation concerns the antiquity and ethnohistorical documentation of yaws in Guam:
Yaws was the only treponemal disease present in Guam prior to 1668 (Heathcote 1991; Howells 1973; Rothschild and Rothschild 1995; Stewart and Spoehr 1952) .
-- Reinhard et al. (2000, p (Baker and Armelagos 1988; Heathcote 1991; Howells 1973; Stewart and Spoehr 1952 [Heathcote 1991; Howells 1973; Rothschild and Rothschild 1995; Stewart and Spoehr 1952] ).
-- Rothschild and Rothschild (1996:556) While yaws, among the treponemal diseases, likely was present in Guam prior to European contact, in 1521 (the above mentioned 1668 date refers to the beginning of effective Spanish colonization), the "supporting" studies credited above are misrepresented or inappropriately cited. This misinformation perpetuates errors that several colleagues and I (Heathcote et al. 1998) attempted to correct seven years ago. In our critique of Rothschild and Rothschild (1996) , we endeavored to correct referencing errors that they had committed: Howells (1973) fails to reveal any mention of yaws whatsoever. And while Stewart and Spoehr (1952) -- Heathcote et al. (1998:361) Both Reinhard et al. (2000) and Rothschild (1996, 2000) cite an earlier Rothschild and Rothschild (1995) Baker and Armelagos 1988; Heathcote 1991; Howells 1973; and Stewart and Spoehr 1952] It is important to note that while Dampier's observation that "a kind of Leprosie" was apparently well-established in Guam by 1686 may well bear on the issue of treponemal disease (and not leprosy) in Guam, it offers no robust support to the repeated declaration of Rothschild and Rothschild (and, now, their colleagues) that yaws was the only treponemal disease in Guam prior to 1668.
Heathcote's (1991) report on the Gognga-Gun Beach human remains is, in fact, mute on the history of yaws in Guam… Likewise, a thorough search of
Returning to the Saunders et al. (2000) statement that "…. In Guam prior to 1668,…it (yaws) was reported in the logs of the first ships to make landfall.", again their citations seemed suspect. As neither Heathcote (1991) , Howells (1973) nor Stewart and Spoehr (1952) said this, Baker and Armelagos (1988) was scoured for such a statement. None was found. Indeed, Baker and Armelagos do not mention Guam anywhere in their article.
In an even more egregious misrepresentation, Saunders et al. (2000) , draw on misinformation presented in Rothschild and Rothschild (1996) , and conclude their paper with this paragraph: (Lewis 1975) The basis for this conclusion is Saunders et al.'s (2000) contention that the observer Lewis (1975) was able to establish that syphilis replaced yaws in Guam only after the latter was eliminated. This assertion restates earlier discussions of the Rothschilds':
As syphilis and Yaws appear mutually exclusive and as syphilis only replaced Yaws in Guam subsequent to elimination of Yaws
The observation that syphilis occurred in Guam only after yaws was eradicated (Lewis 1975:84) -- Rothschild and Rothschild (1996:560) The above statement is utter nonsense, as Lewis was writing about the Gnau people of the Sepik Hills of New Guinea! Previously addressing the Rothschilds' (mis)representations of Lewis (1975) The Rothschilds' continued misrepresentations of Lewis (1975) are truly remarkable; especially so in the more recent Saunders et al. (2000) paper, published two years after being corrected in print (Heathcote et al. 1998) . As the Heathcote et al. (1998) paper has been subsequently cited by the Rothschilds (Rothschild and Rothschild 1999; , the persistence of this factual error is beyond my ability to fathom.
I have two motivations for writing this letter. The first is to correct, yet again, factual errors in publications by the Rothschilds. Secondly, I wish to underscore the importance of professional ethics and standards in scientific publications. Persistent misrepresentation clearly violates the canons of scientific reporting.
